










＜訂正  Corrections＞ 
 
・Page 2-Line 21：irregular workers → irregular migrant workers 
（＊Also the same in P. 4- L. 32, P. 5-L. 24 & L. 36, P. 8-L. 1） 
 
・12頁 21行：資格外活動などの非正規就労者（irregular workers） 
    → 資格外就労などの非正規移民労働者（irregular migrant workers） 
（＊18～38頁の「非正規就労者」も同様） 
 
・P. 49-L. 21：Irregular workers → Irregular migrant workers 
 
・P. 50-L. 5 & L. 6：irregular workers → irregular migrant workers 
 
・P. 108-L. 18：irregular workers → irregular migrant workers 
（＊Also the same in P. 111-L. 30, P. 112-L. 6, P. 121-L. 22, P. 122-L. 2,  
P. 123-L. 1, P. 126-L. 20 & L. 22 & L. 25, P. 128-L. 14, P. 129-L. 2 & L. 14, 









Introduction to a Special Issue:
International Trends of Indonesian Migrant Workers,
and their Employment System in Japan
OKUSHIMA Mika
This paper is an English abstract of my introduction for this 17th
volume of Intercultural Communication Studies, special issue on Indone-
sian migrant workers in Japan.
Since 2003, the Intercultural Communication Institute (ICCI) of
Kanda University of International Studies has carried out several projects
on multicultural issues, under the aegis of which the members of the
Indonesia Team have been conducting inter-disciplinary research on
Indonesian residents in Japan, examining their employment system,
community formation, developing family and religious networks, etc. As
a result of the ﬁrst workshop, which was held on 23 January, 2005, three
articles appeared in this journal (Meguro, Pudjiastuti, Tirtosudarmo),
all focusing on a community of Indonesian migrant workers in Oarai
Town, Ibaraki Prefecture. This community consists almost entirely of a
single ethnic group, the Minahasan people from North Sulawesi, who
are employed, both regularly and irregularly, in the local seafood pro-
cessing companies. The population is estimated to number from 700 to
more than 1,000 according to informants and changing somewhat with
the time of year. The Oarai community is quite a remarkable case due to
its high density and homogeneity; nevertheless, it still has the character-
istics of a typical type of community in early stage of immigration, the
so-called “new comer” foreigners who arrived in Japan in the 1980s. The
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Minahasan have now become one of the most important subgroups of
Indonesian residents in Japan, consisting of about 6 thousand workers
including trainees, entertainers, and other irregular workers (Yayasan
Excel 2003: 18, 26).
To complement the articles of this journal, I provide below some
background information on Indonesian and Minahasan migrant workers
in Japan, as well as on international trends in labor migration.
In the ﬁrst section, I summarize and give statistical data on the
migration to Japan of Indonesian laborers, in comparison with other
dominant nationals. The Japanese Ministry of Health, Labor and Wel-
fare (Kôseirôdô-shô) estimates (2004) the number of foreign workers at
the end of 2002 to be more than 760,000, or 1.2% of the total labor force
in Japan. If we add to this number the foreign trainees (a virtual labor
force in the Japanese context) and seafarers (not included in immigra-
tion statistics because of the seamen’s passport and because of foreign
registry of vessels), approximately 840,000 foreigners help to sustain the
economy of Japan (see Table 1 in the Japanese paper): About one-third
of them are skilled workers, while another third are legal but unskilled
nikkeijin, or Japanese-descended foreigners, chieﬂy from the South Ameri-
can countries. The rest of the foreign workers include various types of
irregular workers, including illegal workers ( fuhô-/shikakugai-shûrôsha)
and overstays ( fuhôzanryûsha). This results from the fact that Japanese
Immigration Control Law has been excluding unskilled migrant work-
ers, ofﬁcially at least, except for certain special classes of worker like
trainees (kenshûsei) and nikkeijin (see also Athukorala and Manning
1999).
The total number of foreign residents of Japan will reach two
million in the near future, and 80% of that number will be accounted for
by the 5 largest nationality groups (Korean, Chinese, Brazilian, Filipino
and Peruvian) (Table 2). A great number of these immigrants are the
“new comers”, who intended to work in Japan and who arrived mainly in
or after the 1980s, while the Korean and Chinese national groups also
include the “old comers” or “old-timers,” that is, foreign residents who
settled in Japan either willingly or by force before World War II.
Indonesians rank 9th at 22,862 people, or 1.2% of the total number of
foreigners. They began to increase only after 1990, although migration
ﬂows between Japan and Indonesia had been going on since the early 20th
century (Table 3).
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The ﬁrst stage of migration of Indonesian laborers to Japan came
about when the Japanese government started to accept them as trainees
in 1982, in proportion to Japanese investment in Indonesia. After the
training period was extended to a maximum of 3 years, the number of
Indonesian trainees came to exceed 10,000 every year. Also, the employ-
ers of Japanese deep-sea ﬁshing vessels introduced foreign seafarers, ﬁrst
informally and then ofﬁcially, after the revision of the so-called Maru-
ship system (Gyosen Maru-ship) in 1990, which primarily targets low-
cost Indonesian laborers. In 1997, offshore ﬁshing vessels followed the
example of the deep-sea vessels in hiring Indonesian and other seafarers
as ﬁshery trainees (for details, see Okushima 2005). Furthermore, some
small and medium-sized Japanese companies, including the seafood
processing companies of Oarai, began to recruit Indonesian nikkeijin at
the end of the 1990s, following the introduction of South American
nikkeijin workers in the manufacturing industry.
Indonesian workers are in general preferred by Japanese employers
because of their docility, eagerness and patience in carrying out hard
work. Additionally, it costs less to recruit Southeast Asian workers than
to hire other nationals, and Indonesian workers are willing to accept jobs
whose conditions may be unacceptable to other foreign workers like the
South American nikkeijin.
Thus, Indonesian migrant workers are rapidly increasing in Japan.
Before 1990, Indonesian residents of Japan belonged primarily to certain
professions such as ofﬁcials, skilled workers and students. However, the
situation has changed drastically, as half of the Indonesian population
(22,862 people in 2003) now consists of unskilled workers (trainees and
nikkeijin), or perhaps even as many as two-thirds of the population if we
include seafarers (3,000–3,500) and irregular workers (over 7,000 over-
stays) (Figure 1). The dominant visa statuses of Indonesian residents
are ‘trainee’ and ‘designated activities’ (that is, 2nd- and 3rd-year trainees),
which account for 10,124 individuals, the second highest number among
the total foreign trainees in Japan (10.4%) in 2003. The number of
‘entertainers’ has also been rising in recent years, and now numbers
1,524 individuals, or 5th place (2.3%). The visa classiﬁcations of ‘long-
term resident,’ ‘spouse or child of Japanese resident,’ and ‘permanent
resident,’ including nikkeijin workers now amount to some 300 people
(and, about 200 of them are working in Oarai, see Meguro 2005 in this
journal).
Indonesian migrant workers in Japan can be said to be the “‘new
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comers’ of the new comers,” having arrived relatively late in the new
comer trends of immigration since the 1980s, and being still in small in
number in comparison to the other dominant national groups. Neverthe-
less, their numbers are expected to rise in the near future, as it is very
likely that Japan will require a greater Indonesian work force, together
with the Filipinos, and that the Japanese government will therefore open
its doors to unskilled migrant workers.
In Section 2, I present the background of Indonesian labor migra-
tion throughout the world, including to Japan, such as growing labor
export to newly industrializing economies (NIE) countries in East Asia
since the 1980s, the economic crisis and political unrest in the 1990s, etc.
(for more details, see also Asato 2003, 2004a, 2004b, 2004c; Ananta et al.
1998; Chin 1997; Hugo 1995a, 1995b, 2000; Mizuno 1992; Ogata 2004;
Okunishi 1996; Okushima 2005; Spaan 1994; Tirtosudarmo 2004;
Yoshimura 2000; Watanabe 1998).
The Indonesian Department of Manpower and Transmigration
(Departemen Tenaga Kejra dan Transmigrasi, or Depnakertrans), un-
der the Ministry of Manpower, traditionally sent overseas workers to the
Middle East, primarily females for work as house maids, and both males
and females to Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) coun-
tries like Malaysia and Singapore. In the 1990s, the target was extended
to East Asia, especially to NIEs countries like Hong Kong, Korea and
Taiwan. In 2004, 886,437 Indonesian workers were sent out between
January and September (Table 4). Based on this number, we can
roughly calculate an estimated yearly emigration from Indonesia of about
1.18 million individuals. Even this number, however, is less than the half
of that calculated by Hugo (Hugo 2000: 102, Table 3): 2.54 million
Indonesian workers in the world.
This discrepancy arises because Indonesians very frequently be-
come irregular workers by overstaying, changing jobs arbitrarily or
practicing illegal entry or illegal employment in order to maximize their
earnings and pay back their debts. The problem of debt results from the
fact that overseas workers are required by both governmental and private
worker placement systems to pay not only extraordinary charges but also
bribes in many cases, while abroad they often face troubles because of
lack of training in the language or in other special skills, or the lack of
necessary certiﬁcates or qualiﬁcations for work. There is also a vicious
circle: even legal Indonesian workers tend to draw lower wages than
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workers of other national groups such as the Filipinos; therefore, natu-
rally, irregular Indonesian workers must often reconcile themselves to
jobs under the worst working conditions. The outﬂow from Indonesia of
both regular and irregular Indonesian workers was further stimulated by
the social disturbance of their homeland in the 1990s, including natural
disasters (e.g., earthquakes and tsunami in Flores, Sulawesi, Irian, etc.),
and monetary crisis with its subsequent political unrest.
In response to the tendency for Indonesians to work illegally, some
of the receiving countries like Malaysia and Taiwan have taken stern
measures to slow or stop the increase in Indonesian irregular workers by
repatriating them or refusing to receive them initially (see Pictures 1 and
2). On the other hand, foreign non-governmental organizations (NGOs)
as well as Indonesian public opinion criticized the indifferent attitude of
the Indonesian government toward these problems. In consequence, the
situation was improved to some extent, though it is still far from sweep-
ing reformation. For example, Indonesian migrant workers in Hong
Kong succeeded in forming a workers’ union (Indonesian Migrant
Workers Union, or IMWU) at the end of the 1990s. Indonesian man-
power agencies were also reorganized and uniﬁed under a governmental
association (Asosiasi Perusahaan Jasa Tenaga Kerja Indonesia, or
APJATI) at the time of the revision of the Labor Standards Law in 2004
(see also Pudjiastuti 2005 in this journal).
The Indonesian migrant workers in Japan, who are mainly males
and whose numbers include many irregular workers, shared the same
characteristics as those of Malaysia, Singapore and the USA. During the
early stages of the monetary crisis in 1997–98, the total number of
Indonesian entrants to Japan showed a drastic decline, losing 40% from
the previous year, but the number of Indonesian residents of almost all
visa categories continued to rise by a few or even several hundreds per
category per year. Indonesian overstays have also been increasing since
1990, in contrast with those of the other dominant national groups,
which started to decline in the 1990s (Table 5-A). Most overstays use a
tourist visa (’temporary visitor’) to enter Japan, though some leave
former regular jobs as trainees, seafarers, etc. (Table 5-B). In fact,
approximately 90% of all Indonesians in violation of the Japanese Immi-
grant Act (nyûkanhô-ihan) are found to be irregular workers, as are
those of other national groups (Table 6).
In Section 3, I describe the development of the employment chan-
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nels of Indonesian migrant workers in Japan between the two countries,
as inﬂuenced by structural changes in the Japanese economy and the
related amendment of laws in Japan, and by two grouping patterns of
Indonesian migrant workers reﬂecting that trend (see also Ananta et al.
1998; Hugo 1995a; Nagayama 1996; Okunishi 1996, Okushima 2005;
Spaan 1994).
In Indonesia, where the intermediary business of manpower has
been essentially legal, people who intend to work overseas must ﬁrst
apply to one of several types of manpower agency (most commonly
called a “broker,” or “agensi (= agency)/agen (= agent)”), each of
which specializes in a given visa procedure, language or required skill.
These agencies often cooperate with other smaller agencies for pre-
training or other assistance, or they may also establish an independent
branch agency in some cases. Even governmental programs for sending
trainees used to be run through such agencies. Moreover, candidates
may sometimes require the assistance of a single, or multiple inter-
intermediates between themselves and the manpower agencies, such as
promoters (calo, tauke, etc.) who informally recruit their relatives and
friends at a smaller charge. Given this situation, it is clear why Indone-
sian migrant workers usually suffer from enormous debts. In addition to
these legal agencies and promoters, there are also many illegal ones, such
as certain travel agencies which send undocumented workers. Neverthe-
less, Indonesian migrant workers must depend on these manpower
agencies in order to minimize the procedure, the amount of time re-
quired to emigrate, and ﬁnancial charges.
In contrast, the Japanese Labor Standards Law (Rôdôkijunhô) and
the Employment Stability Law (Shokugyôanteihô) after World War II
strictly prohibited both Japanese and foreigners from participating in the
manpower business, except for dispatching workers of some special
classes. However, the structure of the Japanese economy shifted rapidly
from a direct employment system to an indirect (dual) employment
system after the economic bubble burst, especially in manufacturing,
entertainment and other services industries, by hiring more part-time,
temporary or seasonal workers (see Tanno 1999, 2001). The new comers
in the 1980s, almost all irregular workers in the visa statuses like artist,
student and temporary visitor, began to intrude into these temporary
jobs, as well as into day-labor jobs such as construction, mingling with
Japanese students, housewives, farmers, free arbeiters, and other part-
time workers. After the revision of the Immigration Control Law and
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related regulations in 1989–90, the South American nikkeijin then came
to be posted in temporary jobs, especially in the manufacturing industry
(automobiles, electronics etc.), replacing the former legally risky irregu-
lar workers. Limited by the laws above, however, employers recruited
these nikkeijin not through a legal manpower agency, but through an
outsourcing services company (gyômu’ukeoikigyô). It was the amended
Employment Stability Law and Temporary Stafﬁng Services Law
(Rôdôshahakenhô) in 2004 that ﬁnally legalized the outsourcing and
dispatching business in general.
Therefore, in the main employment channels between Indonesia
and Japan (Figure 2; see also their wage standards, which are shown in
Table 7), the receiving organizations show considerable variation ac-
cording to the type of job, while the sending organizations can catego-
rized as governmental organizations, legal and illegal manpower agen-
cies, and informal connections among friends and family. In the cases of
skilled jobs such as seafarer and entertainer, any two agencies in partner-
ship monopolize the pipeline to provide a ﬁrm with workers. The
channels of trainees are generally controlled by governmental organiza-
tions of both countries, speciﬁcally, the Depnakertrans and the Japan
International Training Cooperation Organization (JITCO).
The channels of unskilled workers are much more diverse, however,
because of the absence of a legal manpower agency to monopolize the
labor market of the partner ﬁrms. Hence, early new comers including
Indonesians used to enter Japan on their own a tourist visa, or through
illegal agencies and promoters. They then got jobs in Japan through
networks of their relatives and friends who had come to Japan earlier to
work, through illegal agencies and promoters, or even by direct applica-
tion to employers who dared to hire irregular workers, or needed to due
to the lack of labor force. However, in proportion to the increasing
numbers of alternative workers, especially legal South American nikkeijin,
the employment channels for unskilled jobs in manufacturing were
largely shifted to an indirect employment system using the outsourcing
companies discussed above. At the same time, intensifying control over
both irregular workers and employers also promoted the adoption of
nikkeijin or trainees in unskilled jobs. The Indonesian nikkeijin thus
came to participate in the Japanese labor market, having been introduced
ﬁrst by NGOs or non-proﬁt organizations (NPO) like a nikkeijin asso-
ciation or volunteers associations. After entering Japan, some of these
nikkeijin also use informal networks of their relatives and friends or even
?????????????? ? 17? (2005?)
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illegal agencies and promoters to change jobs, as irregular workers have
always done.
The grouping pattern of Indonesian migrant workers is also chang-
ing in response to trends in the employment system discussed above. In
the early communities which arose in the 1980s, migrant workers pre-
ferred to live together with relatives and friends in the same apartment
building or in a relatively small neighborhood, in or around the three
largest metropolitan cities in Japan (Tokyo, Osaka and Nagoya), where
various temporary jobs were available as was the support of the old-
timers. In these dense communities, the Indonesians established direct
connections with their employers, who ensured their engagement for a
long period of time. The community of Oarai is a typical case of this type
of community.
Later, however, many Indonesian workers relocated to the country-
side, especially to the main industrial cities of the Chubu and northern
Kanto areas like Toyota, Suzuka, Yokkaichi, Hamamatsu, Oizumi, and
Ota. Because of the predominance of outsourcing companies rather than
networks of friends and relatives in the local manufacturing industry,
these workers formed a new type of community which was sparser and
scattered over a wider space, and therefore were required to depend more
heavily on portable phones, cars, or religious institutions to help them
keep in touch with their relatives and friends. Thus, they accommodated
themselves to the indirect employment system and its shorter-term
contracts, drifting from one job to another, and from one residence to
another.
Again, it was not the Indonesian migrant workers who pioneered
such communities, but the preceding new-comers. For example, Oarai
Town experienced several waves of different migrant workers, such as
the Iranian, Pakistani and Brazilian nikkeijin, before the arrival of the
Indonesians (see Meguro 2005 in this journal). Also, in the communities
of Chubu and northern Kanto, the Indonesians participated in the
manufacturing industry after various irregular workers and the South
American nikkeijin, and so shared the available jobs with the latter.
Indonesian migrant workers in general rarely intend to stay in Japan
permanently or semi-permanently, nor do they intend to become natu-
ralized; in most cases, they wish to work overseas only for several years.
Figure 2 shows that they are largely separated in three directions after
returning home: to ﬁnd another job, sometimes using their savings; to re-
engage in other overseas jobs; or to become entrepreneurs in Indonesia
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or in Japan, copying similar businesses that they encountered during
their stay in Japan. Thus, new manpower agencies and related organiza-
tions have been opened recently by ex-migrant workers, who may be less
qualiﬁed, or even illegal in some cases. Additionally, in Japan, some ex-
migrants succeed in so-called “ethnic business” in Japan, that is, in
stores, restaurants, media services, or various kinds of intermediate
services which target their countrymen as well as people of other nation-
alities (see Picture 3).
Finally, in the last section, I present brieﬂy the contents of the three
articles, with some notes on the Minahasan people. All of the authors
focus their papers on the place of the Indonesian/Minahasan migrant
workers in the circumstances of Oarai Town as well as terms of general
trends, discussing where these migrant workers settled and developed a
community through external and internal factors such as local industry,
administration, family ties, religion and contact with other foreigners.
Meguro reports, on the basis of his human geographic discipline, on the
past and present movements of the Indonesian nikkeijin between Japan
and North Sulawesi through generations, and also between Oarai and the
neighboring regions (Narita airport, the capital city of Ibaraki, Tokyo
etc.) in contemporary dairy life, through which they came to obtains job
opportunities. Pudjiastuti, who specializes in political science, describes
the contradictions between the Japanese authorities involved such as the
various ministries and departments (of Justice, Labor, Immigration,
etc.), the police, the local government, and business, all of which prevent
or disharmoniously promote the employment of Indonesian migrant
workers.
The social demographer Tirtosudarmo suggests that Indonesian
migrant workers adapted themselves to their new environment using
social institutions as their self-support system, on the basis of family and
locality principles in the case of the Minahasan people. The Minahasan
also extend these institutions to their occupational and religious places,
companies and Church, from which they can interact with the outside
world. Indeed, the importance of religion is on the rise among those
migrant workers, especially among those who have relocated to the
regions of the manufacturing industry, as mentioned in Section 3.
Okushima will also report (2006 in press) in next journal, on the trends
of religions and the places of foreigners in Japan, especially with respect
to the Church and the people including the Minahasan.
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The Minahasan are nearly 660,000 persons in today’s Indonesia.
70% of religious population in their province North Sulawesi is Christian
(Suryadinata et al. 2003: 7, 117). As historical background, those non-
Islamic agriculturists were strongly Westernized under the Dutch colo-
nial government in the early 19th century. Due to the facilities provided
by the Christian missionaries, three elite strata arose among the Minahasan:
political aristocrats, intellectuals and soldiers. A mestizo society also
arose, both in the physical and cultural sense, in their mixing with the
Dutch and with other non-Minahasans, including the Japanese. During
the Independence of their homeland as part of the Republic of Indone-
sia, many of them ﬂed to the Netherlands to seek political asylum.
Therefore, a great number of the previous studies on the Minahasan
region and people concentrate on their transformation in a foreign
environment and the persistence of their language, social organization
and regional economy (Lundström-Burghoorn 1980; Mai 1987; Muchtar
1990; Buchholt and Mai 1994; Schefold 1995; Rumagit and Gonarsyah
1999; Hirabayashi 2003; Kipp 2004), and also on a discussion on histori-
cal conﬂicts between central and local authorities in the process of
nationalization (Watuseke 1986; Henley 1996; Schouten 1998). Further-
more, issues concerning the recent labor migration in this region are
expected to be forthcoming (for example, on the old migrants in the
Netherlands, see Jacobsen 2002).
The Japanese migrants to the region Minahasa since the early 20th
century were very fond of its scenic landscape, settling more than 500
people at the time of the greatest migration. Some of them married with
local people, from whom are descended the contemporary Minahasan
nikkeijin workers in Japan (Nan’yôchô Chôkankanbô-chôsaka 1939;
Nan’yôdantai-rengôkai 1942; Fujibayashi 2001, 2004; Fukuoka 2004;
Zenimoto 2004 etc.) (on the estimated number of nikkeijin throughout
the world, see Table 8). After the occupation and defeat of the Japanese
Army in World War  II, communication between Japan and Minahasa
was opened again beginning in the 1960s, mainly by Christian and
academic organizations. Some local universities and other institutes in
Minahasa started programs in the Japanese language and medical train-
ing. However, increasing social pressure, like the stagnation of the local
economy since the 1980s and the monetary crisis of the late 1990s,
stimulated the people to venture abroad, making the best use of their
language skills and other skills, Christianity, and knowledge and experi-
ence of foreign countries, just as we see among the Minahasan migrant
11
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workers to Japan today. In the last few years, the recruitment of Minahasan
workers as entertainers has also arisen as a new social development in this
region (see Yayasan Excel 2003). In response to recent immigration
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Table 1: Estimated number of foreign workers in Japan at the end of 2002.
??: 1, 2, 4, 5, 7?????? 2004
3????????? 2002?6???????? 2004 ???
Sources: Japanese Ministry of Health, Labor and Welfare 2004, Japan Immigration
Association 2002, Japan Seamen’s Union 2004.
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status of residence person
1: ?????????(?????)
skilled worker (including entertainers)
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nikkeijin worker (long term resident, spouse
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?? NGO ??????90?????????????????8) ??
??????????????9) ?????????(?? 1992; Chin
1997; ?? 2000; Asato 2003: 58–60, 2004b: 260–263, ?? 2004a: 7–8, 19–









?? 1: ?????????????????????(2002? 7???????
???)
Picture 1: Indonesian workers in a sawmill company in East Malaysia (Sandakan,
July 2002).
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Picture 2: Indonesian workers being repatriated after the revision of the Malaysian
Immigration Act (Tawau, August 2002).
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? 4:????????????????????(2004? 1–9?)
Table 4: Total demand for Indonesian overseas workers (January to September,
2004).
?? / Source: Depnakertrans 2005
*‘??’ ??????????????
No. ?? Country ???? Formal ??* Informal ?? Total
??? Asia
1 ????? Malaysia 165,082 104,311 269,393
2 ?????? Singapore 3,373 14,981 18,354
3 ??????????? 4,417 7,802 12,219
Brunei Darussalam
4 ?? Hongkong 5,238 26,067 31,305
5 ?? Taiwan 1,631 29,985 31,616
6 ?? Korea 12,725 114 12,839
7 ??? Others 562 0 562
??????? Middle East & Africa
8 ???????? 16,707 446,448 463,155
Saudi Arabia
9 ???????? 4,267 138 4,405
United Arab Emirates
10 ????? Kuwait 12,629 13,449 26,078
12 ????? Bahrain 322 19 341
13 ???? Qatar 913 3,640 4,553
14 ???? Oman 315 357 672
15 ???? Jordan 1,526 8,969 10,495
16 ???? Yemen 12 0 12
17 ???? Cyprus 23 0 23
?? America & Europa
18 ??????? USA 204 0 204
19 ???? Nederland 96 0 96
20 ???? Italia 115 0 115
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Table 5-A: Trends in the number of overstays classiﬁed by nationality.
??: ???????? 2005??
Source: Japan Immigration Association 2005.
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? 6: ??????????
Table 6: Trends in the number of violations of the Immigrant Act.
??: ???????? 2004 “???????????”
Sources: Japan Immigration Association 2004.
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
??? 48,493 55,167 51,459 40,764 41,935 45,910 55,351
Total
??????? n.d. 1,354 1,498 1,343 1,366 1,567 2,103
Indonesian
????? n.d. 1,001 1,071 943 932 1,065 1,463
male
??? 40,535 46,258 44,190 33,508 32,364 34,325 43,059
Total
??????? 1,210 1,314 1,458 1,222 1,254 1,389 1,897
Indonesian







Table 5-B: Residence status of Indonesian overstays in Japan (1 January, 2005).
?? ??????? (?)
Total Status of residence (person)
???? ?? ?? ?? ?? ???
temporary visitor entertainer pre-college student college student trainee others
7,169 5,914 134 8 10 396 705
??: ???????? 2005??
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?/??’ (agensi = agency/agen = agent) ??????????????
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? 2: ????????????????????





































































































































broker (car, house etc.)

























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Picture 3: An Indonesian street market in Ueno Park, initially organized by an
Indonesian journalist as an informal Sunday club for trainees in 1997.
The club members were often disturbed by black marketers, promoters
of irregular employment, or promoters of camouﬂage marriage. This
market has been suspended since 2004 because of intensiﬁed patrol
against terror (Tokyo, 2003).

























































































































Sources: Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2004, Philippine Nikkeijin Support
Association & Indonesian-Japanese Descendants Support Association 2005.
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